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Research on Influencing Factors and Contribution Degree of

Urban Hous Prices in China

Based on R’ Relative Importance Decomposition
Li Chao

Abstract: The judgment of influencing factors of house prices is an important theoretical basis for the government

Yang Hui

to regulate and control the real estate market. This paper examines the impact of supply demand land and macro — en—
vironmental factors on housing prices in 35 large and medium — sized cities and explores the relative importance of the
impact of seven secondary indicators under four category factors on housing prices. The results show that the contribution
degree of land price and income to R is 46. 02% and 31.09% respectively respectively. The contribution degree of
stock price and interest rate to R? is 11. 05% and 9. 34% respectively. Considering the regional characteristics of
the real estate market we divided 35 cities into eastern cities and central — western cities to test the robustness of the
group samples and the results are still robust.

Key Words: Urban house prices; Influencing factors; Contribution degree; R* decomposition; Relative impor—

tance.
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